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BarbaraDeeBennett Baumgarten, Visual ArtasTheol ogy.
New StudiesinAesthetics,vol.21. New Y ork: Peter Lang,
1994. Pp.xx+272. ISBN: 0-8204-2462-5. $52.

Baumgarten draws from her experience as an
artist and her studies in theology at the Graduate Theo-
logical Union to explore the relationship between art,
religionandtheology. UsingMichael Polanyi’ swork as
abase-point, she proceeds in two steps. In the first, she
offers aPolanyian perspective on artistic experience. In
thesecond, BaumgartencriticizesandextendsPaul Tillich's
theological reflections on art in light of the Polanyian
viewsset out in part one. Thebook thusaspiresto refine
and extend the state of theological reflections on art.
Throughout, the book isrichly illustrated, as one should
expect inabook about art, both by the author’ sownwork
and pieces discussed in the text.

In her most creative move, Baumgarten argues
that Polanyi’ sepistemol ogy, thoughoriginally conceived
in the context of the work of the sciences, offers an
illuminating account of the visua arts (2-3). She thus
drawswidely from Polanyi’ sworks, not simply from his
“brief butdense” reflectionsonart. Inpart one, Baumgarten
essentially takes alist of key insights from Polanyi and
appliesthemtoart. Shethusexaminesthework of artist,
art critic and art connoisseur in light of Polanyi’ sdiscus-
sions of tacit knowing, personal knowledge, the triadic
nature of knowing, commitment, indwelling, skills,
connoisseuership, intellectual passions, factors which
define scientific value, and the ways in which different
levels of existence relate to one another. This section
concludes with an examination of the relationship be-
tween religion, art and liturgy. As Baumgarten sees it,
religiousand artisticexperiencesareanal ogous(e.g., 111-
112) and connected, but not interchangeable with one
another. Instead, art, liturgy and religion represent as

cending levels of organization in which the higher inte-
grates the lower into more complex and comprehensive
phenomena, butisnot fully explainableor evenlimited by
thelower (126).

In part two, Baumgarten moves to a Polanyian
critique of Tillich. In so doing, she rehearses Tillich's
views on art, style and their relationship to religious
content andtheology. Sheal soexaminessomeof Tillich’'s
critics before offering her own appreciative criticism of
Tillich. Her central criticisms are that Tillich remains
trapped in the kind of dualistic thinking which Polanyi
overcomes(223-224) andthat hefail stoacknowledgethat
all knowingismeaningful and conditioned by perspective
(2271f.). ThusTillich’ sownprejudicestoward naturalistic
styles of art represents a kind of elitism and failure to
indwell another perspective. Atthesametime, Baumgarten
affirms Tillich's discussion of art’s ability to express,
transform and anticipatethefuture, aswell ashisdescrip-
tion of the role of an art theologian—all of which, she
suggests, can be placed on more solid footing by attend-
ingtoPolanyi’ sthought. For example, Polanyi canhelpus
better understand how symbols work and thus how art
might or might not becomeasymbol for the supra-natural
(235-236).

The book moves at a brisk pace and offers
wonderfully conciseandlucid summariesof both Polanyi’s
epistemology and Tillich’ sviewsonart. Baumgartenthus
provides a useful and accessible secondary account of
their work. Puttingtheir work into conversation with the
experienceof artistsnicely concretizessomeof thediscus-
sion, aswell. Thepaceof thebook, however, takesitstoll
inseveral ways. Stylistically, thebook isabit choppy and
thetreatmentsof the authorsare sometimesabit wooden.
Thepaceal so preventsBaumgartenfromgoinginto great
depth on many of the points she triesto make. Thus her
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arguments consist more of creative and suggestive asser-
tionsthan detailed arguments. At points, onewishesthat
she would spell out the connections between artistic
practice/experienceandtheoryinmoredetail. Moredetail
wouldalsohelpclarify theaccuracy of extrapol ationsfrom
Polanyi’s thought. For example, her application of
Polanyi’ saccount of tacit knowing seemstodipabitwhen
appliedtoartisticwork (6-12).

Overadl, the book represents a creative appro-
priationand extension of Polanyi’ sepistemology andwill
be of interest to anyone whose passions lie with any
combination of Polanyi, epistemology, art and religion.
The book also points beyond itself to another task.
Baumgartenremainslargely uncritical of Polanyi anddoes
not bring artistic experience to bear in a critique of his
views. Inother words, theconversationonly movesinone
direction. Thiswork thus pointsto the need for acritical
analysis of both Polanyi and Tillichin light of the actual
experiences and practices of various kinds of artists.
Baumgarten hashighlighted theaffinities, but what of the
pressure points? Baumgarten's work provides a solid
basis from which to proceed.

Paul Lewis
The College of Wooster
Wooster, OH 44691

Philip A. Rolnick. Analogical Possibilities: How Words
Refer to God; Number 81 in the American Academy of
Religion Academy Series, ed. Susan Thistlethwaite. At-
lanta: Scholars Press, 1993. 316 pages, selected
bibliography, index of namesandindex of subjects. Cloth
$29.95, paper $19.95.

Rolnick’sbook is not Polanyian in the sense of
addressingdirectly Michael Polanyi’ sview of “ how theo-
logical language . . . can adequately express something
about theinfinite God” (256); there areonly five explicit
references to Polanyi in the book, none of which go into
his own view of analogy. The book is very Polanyian,
however, in the sensethat it isinformed in every part by
Rolnick’s understanding of tacit knowledge, discovery,
personal judgment, commitment, universal intent, and
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other key features of post-critical philosophy. Rolnick’s
defense of “a moderate epistemology of the real and a
moderated speech about divine perfections encountered
through creation” (93) is very much in keeping with
Polanyi’s affirmation in Personal Knowledge that the
universe seemsto point beyond itself to aGod, although
Rolnick seems to go far beyond Polanyi’s position that
“theChristianenquiry isworship” which* cansay nothing
thatistrueor false” (PK, 281).

Analogical Possibilitiesisaddressed to readers
who areready to enter into avery technically demanding
debate about the metaphysical underpinnings of theistic
discourse. Particularly inthefirstthird of thebook, Rolnick
relies on Aristotelian categories as refined over seven
hundred years of debate within Thomism. Eventhoughl|
took two coursesin metaphysicsfromthe Jesuit treatedin
thissection, aswell asmany other coursesfrom similarly
inspired Thomists, | still found it hard at timesto keep up
with Rolnick’s use of scholastic distinctions. | suspect
those unfamiliar with this tradition would have great
difficulty followingtheargument.

The book engages in dial ogue with representa-
tives from three different traditions about analogy: W.
NorrisClarke, S.J., isa“moderaterealist” from the neo-
Thomisttradition (61, 67,85). DavidBurréll, C.S.C., oper-
ates from a linguistic perspective, drawing on both
Wittgensteinand Aquinas(187). Eberhard Jiingel follows
Barth in rejecting philosophical theology on evangelical
and theological grounds. “Jiingel, Clarke and Burrell all
want to show how God may bedistinct fromtheworldand
yetrelatedtoit” (213).

Although Rolnick carefully considers the
strengths and weaknesses of all three positions, he sides
most oftenwith Clarke’ sreading of Aquinas. Startingwith
the principle that “an effect receives something of the
essence of itscause” (47), Rolnick makesthe casethat by
looking at the created world, we can gain some red, if
incomplete, sense of the character of the Creator. Thisis
the fundamental insight of Clarke's participation meta-
physics:. “the finite points beyond itself to what must be



an I nfinite Source possessing the perfection in unlimited
degree” (72). Drawingasenseof God' scharacter fromthe
“friendly and good creation” (73) isthefoundation of the
“analogy of attribution” (203). Such insights, hunches,
guesses, or clues, which cannot be made fully explicit,
ground revelatory analogies:

A stretch-termisknown “ by running up and down
the scale of its known examples and seeing the
point, catching the point,” of the similarity which
it alone can express. The elasticity of the term
permitsustoexpresscommonalitieswhichwesee
up and down the scale of being. But just because
an anal ogous term cannot be rigorously defined,
it does not follow that it is empty of meaning.
Analogous terms are useful, even indispensable,
precisely duetotheir flexibility; for they aremark-
ers of one of the most important exercises of our
humanity: acts of judgment. The elasticity of the
termmust becombinedwiththecommitment of the
onewho usestheterm. (76)

Itisclear that we create, use, and interpret these flexible
terms through acts of tacit knowledge.

Indialoguewith Burrell, Rolnick portraysanal-
ogy as"“amode of predicationwhich cango beyondlogic
without destroying logic” (131). To do so requires “the
judgment of theperson” usinganalogy. Rolnick criticizes
Burrell for conflating anal ogy and metaphor (171-76) and
for failing to recognize that “even aform of life must be
grounded in the metaphysics of action” (185—Clarke's
criticism of Wittgenstein). Nevertheless, Rolnick sees
Burrell as extending the analysis of analogy in afruitful
fashion:

Most importantly, hehasshownhow the“ system-
atically  vague’ nature of analogous terms is
appropriately fitting to the anthropological
condition. CapitalizingontheambiguityinAquinas
metaphysics of esse, he has linked the “middle
ground” of analogical usetojudgment. ... Apply-
ing methodological insights learned from

Wittgenstein, Burrell’ sextended treatment of judg-
ment, commitment, and the self-involving nature
of inquiry clarifies much of what takes place as
analogy isactually used. (186)

In Polanyian terms, one might say that using analogiesis
askill whichisdevel oped by performing to self-set stan-
dards.

Jungel, following Barth, rejectstheideathat from
the attributes of created reality, one can grasp aspects of
God’sownreality (223, 233). For thistradition, the sole
sourceof knowledgeof GodisJesusChrist (226): “Human-
ity is established in a christological light, the world is
illuminatedinaeschatol ogica light, andthrough suffering
the death on the cross, the alleged imperishahility of God
isrefuted” (239). Rolnick criticizesJingel for not recog-
nizing the difference between the “confident, theistic
rationalism of the Thirteenth Century” (245), in which
declarationsabout thelimitsof languageweremadeinthe
context of “theol ogical commitmentstotheTrinity” (250),
andthe" skeptical rationalism” of Kant andtheEnlighten-
ment (245). Moreimportantly, thereisno good reason to
imagine that what is|earned about God from creation is
inconsistent with what islearned from revelation. Inhis
final resolution of theissues, Rolnick defends Thomistic
metaphysics against Jingel’s sola fide approach:

God' s freedom to reveal the divine self in Christ
should not cause us to devalue what God has
revededincreation. Andthis, | take it,isthepoint
of Neo-Thomist analogy—to express what has
been discoveredinthegiftsof nature ascompat-
ible with what has been revealed in the gifts of
grace. ... The broader framework of action
describes the constancy, continuity, and overall
unity of auniverse of self-communication. (293)

Althoughthislanguageisdrawn primarily fromRolnick’s

study of Clarke, it resonateswith Polanyi’ sruminationson
knowing and being in Part Four of Personal Knowledge.
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Rolnick emphasizesthefact that thisisamoder-
ate version of realism. The results of a metaphysical
exploration of theuniversearenot on par withtheol ogical
investigationsof revelation, but they arenot meaningless,
either. Rolnick seeksto hold a“middle ground” between
saying too much and sayingtolittle (5-6, 256, 286). This
iswherelimited human knowledge findsitstrue home:

Y et part of thestrange comfort of being acreature,
aparticipantincreatedreality, isknowing certainty
in the presence of uncertainty. That is, itis
comforting to know that whatever gains we may
achieve, there will be more to discover about the
created patternsandthepersonal relationsof God.
Once again, saying that we have “some knowl-
edge” isamiddlepath, apath which supportsfaith
without overwhelming it with either rational or
dogmatic certainty. (296)

People who take the middle may perhaps expose them-
selvesto attack from all sides, yet thisiswhere the truth
about the limits of human understanding calls us to do
battle.

Martin X. Moleski, SJ
CanisiusCollege
Buffalo,New Y ork 14208

Philip A. Rolnick. Analogical Possihilities: How Words
Refer to God. Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1993.

One of the remarkable achievements of Philip
Rolnick’ sAnalogical Possihilitiesisitsintegrativepower.
It attempts to explore the possible bases for discourse
about God from three distinct vantage points. The first
comprisesthetraditional Thomist approachtoanalogical
predication as revitalized by twentieth century Neo-
Thomist scholarshipand synthesizedinthework of Norris
Clarke. Thesecond consistsinavariant of thisapproach
toanal ogy whichisinformed by aWittgensteinianreading
of Aquinas practice in using language about God ex-
ploredinthework of David Burrell. Thethird perspective
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isthat of a Barthian rejection of the possibility of philo-
sophical analogy infavor of theanalogy of faith effected
by the revelation of God in Jesus Christ defended by
Eberhard Jingel. Enteringintothetheoretical framework
of any one of these perspectivesisadaunting exercise of
scholarship; exploring how they might mutually enrichour
understanding of discourse about God is the work of
creativeimagination.

Whilecontainingonly afew explicit referencesto
Polanyi, Rolnick’ sexposition of and concluding* conver-
sations” between these proponents exhibit the masterful
way inwhichhehasdigested Polanyi’ stheory of knowing
and unobtrusively used it to guide his own integrative
proposal. My intention hereisto point to afew instances
wherel believethe Polanyian perspectiveenabled Rolnick
to appreciate nuances or deficiencies in the contrasting
positions on analogy while additionally leading him to
explore how bringing these approaches to bear on each
other may suggest ways for integrating our understand-
ing of discourseabout God. If thisreadingisvalid, itwill
illustratefor usthekind of reflectioninspired by Polanyi
that goes beyond a mere interpretion of Polanyi to the
creative extension of histhought.

Each of these perspectives on analogy, Rolnick
emphasizes, has stressed the need for personal acts of
judgment for understanding the appropri ate use of anal o-
gousterms. NorrisClarke, who defendsa“ metaphysical”
perspectiveon analogy, insiststhat suchtermsare* activ-
ity terms’ whose meanings are “€elastic” and require the
informed activity of thejudgment of the person using the
terms(75-78). Hestressesthe* objectivity” of their useby
comparing it to theway in which we discover something
and subsequently name it. Rolnick points out how
Polanyi’s analysis of the heuristic process of discovery,
wherein we rely tacitly on clueswhich we beginto inte-
grateinto afocal whole allow usto crossa*“logical gap”
once the coherence has emerged in our thought. This
sustainsbothelementsof Clarke’ sintent here, theneedfor
personal judgment and the objective features of what is
being discerned. The Polanyian perspective permits an
elucidation of Clarke'sinsistence of the “action” of the



object known on the knower (33-34). Hisintention, of
course, isto respond to Kant's restriction of knowledge
to the phenomenal world by insisting that the object’s
activity on the knower (which Kant grants) must in some
way beinformativeif itistobeknownatall. Acknowledg-
ing the tacit grounding of our use of analogous concepts
while recognizing these as culturaly given forms of
indwelling provides a perspective which sustains the
metaphysical basis of our use of analogous terms while
retaining the moderninsight into their perspectival char-
acter. Presupposed throughout Clarke's position is that
thereisacorrelative aptitude of mind and being (22-23).
Again, Polanyi’ sunderstanding of theisomorphismof the
mindwiththeobject known canoffer additional clarity on
thisfundamental issue. Inparticular thiscould supportthe
claimthat to affirmaknowledge of some(e.g., empirical)
aspectsof reality without morecomprehensive(e.g., moral
and ontological) levelsleadsto thelived contradiction of
moral inversion. Finally, Clarke maintainsthat analogy
allowsustorecognizethat beinginactisthegood (38-39),
and when most profoundly understood that this is the
outpouring of infinite love (87f). Even though Clarke
argues that we are able to recognize this through meta-
physics or “naturaly,” Rolnick is able to point out that
here is a place where natural reason joins hands with
Christianrevelation. Evidently heismaking suchajudg-
ment from the Pol anyian perspective where our anteced-
ent beliefssustained by our form of indwelling allow usto
perceive these “natural” features of redlity.

In a similar manner, Rolnick’s exposition of
Burrell’ swork onanal ogy canbeillumined by appraising
itinlightof Polanyi. Burrell attemptstolimit hisdiscussion
of analogy to the “grammatical” features of such usage.
Still the fact that using language this way is a skill that
requiresthe personal participation of the knower in com-
munity of inquirersin order for theusagetobevalid (112,
125) indicates how Polanyi’ sthought can be useful for a
corrective. That Burrell intends such grammatical usage
of analogoustermstobevalidin somesensewithout being
reducibleof somesort of explicitlogicrequiresanaccount-

ing.

Rolnick’s suggestion that such usage presumes
universal intent is instructive (125). For Polanyi, this
would presumetheontol ogical grounding of our knowing
throughthetacit awarenessof thereal , hereunder itsguise
asthegood, drawing uson asinquirers (136-138). Inthis
way Rolnick can praise the development in Burrell’s
thought insofar ashe surpasses an exclusively grammati-
cal interpretation of analogous language and begins to
move toward an acknowledgement of the experience of
dimensions of reality opened by dwelling in specific
communitiesof discourse (155, 186).

Appreciating this Polanyian background of
Rolnick’s argument is most helpful, | believe, in under-
standing his treatment of Jiingel’s rejection of a meta-
physical useof analogy infavor of anunderstanding of the
analogy of faithasa“languageevent.” Jingel’ srejection
of analogical language is based on an interpretation of
modern philosophy to be upholding a rationalist
foundationalism that attempts to establish a “theism”
which inevitably must fail (191-192). In such acontext,
analogy must harbor a hidden agnosticism about tran-
scendent reality. Thisisreminiscent of Polanyi’ scritique
of critical reason, particularly initspositivistform, where
an a-historical subject, doubting everything, comes to
know precious little, particularly regarding any possible
transcendent reality. What Polanyi insisted upon in the
faceof suchadehilitationof reasonistheacknowledgement
of our antecedent commitmentswhi ch sustainour particu-
lar forms of indwelling and through which we affirm
substantiveclaimsabout thereal. Jiingel’ sinsistencethat
any validknowledgeof Godbederivedfromthe* language
event” (212) whereinthe personisaddressed by God sets
upthechallengeto modernity’ sconception of knowledge
“from above,” asitwere. Thatis, Jingel’sinsistenceon
aform of analogy that isfaithful to the gospel expresses,
from the vantage point of the Christian tradition, the
requirement of the personal engagement of theinquirerin
the act of coming to have a valid understanding of God
through the language event paradigmatically offered in
thelifeandteaching of JesusChrist. Oneway that Rolnick
isabletointegratethisview withthat of the Neo-Thomist
and grammatical accountsis by pointing to the personal
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engagement of theknower, presumingthetacit grounding
of theuseof languageinthereal (286). Similarly hisclaim
that the philosophical interpretation of being in act is
comparabletothedisclosureinalanguageevent (289) can
be sustained through Polanyi’ s depi ction of the objectiv-
ity of the gradient of discovery.

The argument of Analogical Possibilities is
subtleandfollowingit requiresenteringintothetechnical
language of recent approachesto the doctrine of anal ogi-
cal language about God. My intention here has been to
offer an interpretation of its guiding vision so that those
who have a theological interest in the development of
Polanyi’s thought will be enticed to make the effort to
exploreitspaths. Indoingso, they will berichly rewarded.

JohnV. Apczynski
St. Bonaventure University
St. Bonaventure, NY 14778-0012

ResponsetoMartin X. Moleskiand John V. Apczynski
F. D. Maurice once wroteto acolleague:

Criticism...will alwaysbenegative, cruel. .. unless
it becomes an interchange of thoughts between
men who care much for each other and more for
Truth.

In the highest sense of Maurice' spoint, | am indebted to
both Martin Moleski and John Apczynski for their cri-
tiques of Analogical Possibilities: How Words Refer to
God.

In writing their reviews for this journal, each
reviewer independently pointed out various ways that
thisessay in philosophical theology had been influenced
by Polanyi, whether overtly or tacitly. Frankly, | had
forgotten how much Polanyi hadinfluenced thewriting of
Analogical Possibilities. 1 now remember that, before |
wrote the book, Charles McCoy had advised me to let
Polanyian principlesguidemy inquiry without letting the
book become awork about Polanyi.
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Sinceboth M oleski and A pczynski weresoposi-
tivein their general comments, and since they correctly
perceived not only my useof Polanyi, but alsothegeneral
scopeof what | wasdoing, | haveonly afew materia points
in response.

Firstlet merespondto Apczynski’ sunderstand-
ing of Jingel. While Apczynski understandsthat Jiingel
does advocate aform of analogy, Apczynski also writes
of “Jungel’ srejection of anal ogical language.” However,
Jingel not only advocates aform of analogy; he insists
that analogy isthe only way to speak about God respon-
sibly:

therecan be noresponsibletalk about God without
analogy. Every spoken announcement which
correspondsto God is made within the context of
what anal ogy makespossible (ascitedin Anal ogi-
cal Possihilities, 200).

Hence the debate is sharpened. The focus now is what
kind of anal ogi cal language, not whether or not therewill
be analogical language.

Furthermore, my ownviewisthat Jingel contrib-
utes something very powerful in his development of the
“language event.” Analogical Possihilitiestriesto show
that Jingel’ scritiqueof Aquinasfails, but thisfailuredoes
not significantly detract fromJiingel’ sown project. Onthe
contrary, even Jungel’s failure is instructive, because
many Aquinas commentators, both past and present, try
to read Aquinas in the way Jingel targets. Jingel’'s
critiqueof Aquinasshouldwarnagainst strongly apophatic
readings of Aquinas. Hence, the extended argument of
Part One of Analogical Possihilities details how partici-
pation metaphysicsand the closely associated anal ogy of
causal participation is the mature Aquinas best presen-
tation for apositive predication about divinity. Nonethe-
less, Apczynski and | havenoreal argument here, sincehe
generously writesof the“integrative power” of my work.
My point issimply that thereis some helpful integration
which is possible with Jingel and analogy based on
participation metaphysics.



Inresponseto Moleski, | would again stressthe
centrality of participation, and not his citation of the
“analogy of attribution.” Participation, having ashareof,
isreally what all thetechni cal botherisabout. Thecreature
has a share in the creation, and appropriate sense of
belonging, and a language which potentially portrays
such participation.

The resemblance between Polanyi’s thematic
use of personal participation (which isdeveloped prima-
rily through epistemol ogy) and the personal participation
upon which Aquinas anaogy theory rests (which is
developed in an overt metaphysics) is a clue to some
fascinating compatibilities which could be explored in
another context.

WithMoleski, | would agreethat, “ using anal o-
giesisaskill whichisdevel oped by performingto self-set
standards’—aslong asthese sel f-set standards arethem-
selves moving towards atranscendent standard; for such
amovement makesmeaningful thedi stinctionsamong our
relativities.

PhilipRolnick
Greenshoro College
Greensboro, NC27401-1875

Notes on Contributors

CharlesS. M cCoy recently retired from Pacific School of
Religion/Graduate Theological Unionin Berkeley where
hewasteaching when he set up the conversation between
Michael Polanyi and Paul Tillichin 1963. McCoy hasbeen
interested in Polanyi's postctitical thought since the mid
fifties and has encouraged several generations of gradu-
atestudentsinBerkeley tobecomefamiliar with Polanyi's
writing In many articles and several books on Christian
theol ogy and ethi cs, including When GodsChange(1980),
McCoy makes creative use of Polanyian themes.

Richard Gelwick, currently a medical humanist at the
School of Osteopathic Medicineat the University of New
England, was a graduate students working with Polanyi
and writing thefirst theological dissertation on Polanyi's
postcritical thought at the time he helped engineer the
conversationbetweenPolanyi and Tillichin 1963. Gelwick
isGenera Coordinator of thePolanyi Society and hasbeen
thebackboneof the Society sinceitsfounding. Inaddition
to may articlestreating Polanyi'sthought, heistheauthor
of TheWay of Discovery: An IntroductiontotheThought
of Michael Polanyi (1977).

Donald W. Musser is Professor of Religious Studies at
Stetson University and has been amember of the Polanyi
Society since1977. Hewroteadissertationat theUniver-
sity of Chicago on Polanyi and religiouslanguage. An-
other early scholarly interest--whichled eventually tothe
included article--was the relationship between Polanyi
and Tillich'sideas about history. Musser was co-author
and co-editor (withJosephL . Price) of TheWhirlwindin
Culture(1987) and A NewHandbaook of Christian Theol-
ogy (1992); forthcomingisA Handbook of Contemporary
Christian T heol ogians(co-editedwith JosephL . Price) as
well asAnIntroductiontoReligion.
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Electronic Discussion Group

The Polanyi Society supports an electronic
discussion group exploring implications of the
thought of Michael Polanyi. For those with access
to the INTERNET, send a message to “owner-
polanyi @sbu.edu” to join thelist or to request fur-
ther information. Communications about the elec-
tronic discussion group may also bedirected to John
V. Apczynski, Department of Theology, St.
BonaventureUniversity, St. Bonaventure, NY 14778
0012 PHONE: (716) 375-2298 FAX: (716) 375-2389.

Polanyi Society M ember ship

Tradition and Discovery is distributed to members of the Polanyi Society. This periodical supercedes a
newsletter and earlier mini-journal published (with some gaps) by the Polanyi Society since the mid seventies. The
Polanyi Society hasmembersinthirteen different countriesthoughmost liveinNorth Americaand the United Kingdom.
TheSociety includesthoseformerly affiliated withthe Polanyi group centeredinthe United Kingdomwhich published
Convivium: The United KingdomReview of Post-critical Thought. Therearenormally two or threeissuesof TAD each
year.

Theregular annual membership ratefor the Polanyi Society is$20; thestudent rateis$12. Themembership
cyclefollowstheacademicyear; subscriptionsaredue September 1to Phil Mullins, Humanities, Missouri Western State
College, St. Joseph, MO 64507,. Please make checks payableto the Polanyi Society. Duescan bepaid by credit card
by providingthefollowinginformation: subscriber'snameasit appearsonthecard, thecard name, andthecard number
and expiration date. Changes of address and inquiries should be mailed, faxed or e-mailed to Mullins (e-mail:
mullins@griffon.mwsc.edu; fax: USA 816-271-4574).

New members must provide the following subscription information: complete mailing address, telephone
(work and home), institutional rel ationship, and e-mail addressand/or fax number (if available). Institutional members
should identify adepartment to contact for billing.

The Polanyi Society attempts to maintain a data base identifying persons interested in or working with
Polanyi's philosophical writing. New members can contribute to this effort by writing a short description of their
particular interestsin Polanyi's work and any publications and /or theses/dissertations related to Polanyi's thought.
Please provide complete bibliographicinformation. Those renewing membership areinvited to includeinformation
on recent work.
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Submissionsfor Publication

Articles, meeting notices and notes likely to be of interest to persons interested in the thought of Michael
Polanyi are welcomed. Review suggestions and book reviews should be sent to Walter Gulick (see addresses|listed
below). Manuscripts, notices and notes should be sent to Phil Mullins. Manuscripts should be doublespaced type
with notes at the end; writers are encouraged to employ simple citations within the text when possible. Use MLA or
APA style. Abbreviatefrequently cited book titles, particularly booksby Polanyi (e.g., Personal Knowl edgebecomes
PK). Shorter articles (10-15 pages) are preferred, although longer manuscripts (20-24 pages) will be considered.

Manuscripts should include the author’ s name on a separate page since submissions normally will be sent
out for blind review. In addition to the typescript of amanuscript to be reviewed, authors are expected to provide an
electroniccopy (oneither ab.25" or 3.5" disk) of accepted articles; itishel pful if original submissionsareaccompanied
by adisk. ASCII text aswell asmost popular IBM word processorsare acceptable; MACtext can usually betranslated
to ASCII. Besurethat disksincludeall relevant informationwhich may hel pconverting filesto Word Perfect or ASCI|.
Persons with questions or problems associated with producing an electronic copy of manuscripts should phone or
writePhil Mullins(816-271-4386). Insofar aspossible, TAD iswillingtowork with authorswho havespecia problems
producing el ectronic materials.

Phil Mullins Walter Gulick

Missouri Western State College Montana State University, Billings
St. Joseph, Missouri 64507 Billings, Montana59101

Fax (816)271-4574 Fax (406) 657-2037

e-mail: mullins@griffon.mwsc.edu
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